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S5412

CONGRESSI()~AL

RECORD- SENATE

PROBLEMS IN THE BEEF-PRODUCING ,INDUSTRY
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Pre.$ident, on April
3, 1970, the Associated Press published an
article, written by Don Kendsll, which
referred to a so-ca.lled secret report issued by the subcommittee on Special
Studies of the House Government Operations Committee. The report purportedly
calls for Federal regulation of the cattleproducing industry in order to determine
the price to be paid by the consumer, the
price to be received by the producer, and
the price to be received by the middlemen, including the packer.
This article has caused quite a stir in
areas where the livestock industry has an
impact on the local economy, and much
concern has been generated with respect to the "secret" activities of this
House subcommittee.
A copy of this report cannot be obtained from the subcommittee. My oftlce
was told by subcommittee staff membel"!l
that the report could not be distributed
to anyone Pec:au.se It has not yet been
approved by the full House Government
Operations Committee. I do' not know
why the subcommittee members are being so protective of this document, But
since it apparently is of such a highly
sensitive and confidential nature that
only the press has been allowed access to
It, I can only speculate on what It must
mean to the future of mankind.
It is my understanding that the "secret" report which the Government Operations Committee will consider either
today or tomorrow makes two basic rec-'
ommendatlons :
First. The Meat Import Quota Act of
1964 sbould be Chall&'ed so that foreign
countries would be a.llowed to increase
imports by an amount equal to the estimated gap between domestic production
and consumer demand, with the estimated gap to be determined by a. special
commt.ssion which does not now exist.
Second. The Congress should establish
a commission whose function would be to
ascertain the adequacy of the meat supply for the American consumer at "reasonable" prices during the next 10 years,
giving consideration to costs and profits of !illferent segments of the industry
a.t the producing, sla.ughtering, process:ing, and distributing levels.
Generally, the Subcommittee on Special Studies seeks to convey the impression that American consumers. are paYing
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excessive prices for t heir beef, and
that the reason for this cost is that there
is a "critical shortage" in th e availability
of beef. The report concludes that the
way to reduce the cost to the consumer
is to Increase the supply by junking the
import quota system and allowing greatly
increased foreign imports, and to appoint
a. commission to investigate the supply of
beef.
Mr. President, I disagree with the conclusions expressed in this report, and I
reject the recommendations as hatchedup re.nedies to a hatched-up problem. I
believe the subcommittee has made an
inaccurate assessment of the real life
industry In the United States, and
uld like IX> point out a few of the
:which were overlooked in the subttee's report.
To suggest, as the subcommittee report
does, that the consumer is paying an unreasonably high price for food, and in
particular for beef, in the context of
today's economic situation, toda.y's income situation, and today's agricultural
industry, is to display an ignorance of
the facts.
Toda.y's housewife spends an average
of 16.5 percent of the family's income
aofter taxes on food. This Is the lowest
percentage in history. Of this 16.5 percent, an average of 15 percent goes for
meat products. When one takes a. look
at the overa.ll sltuation and considers
inflationary trends, the level of income,
and the costs of other goods, It becomes
obvious that food in America is more of
a. bargain than ever before in our history.
The subeommittee report attempts to
prove tha.t the upswtng in beef prices in
recent years exceeds the corresponding
increase in the Consumer Price Index for
the same period. If the writers of this
report had been more interested in painting an accurate picture of the beef price
situation, they would have pointed out In
their report that the increase in beef
price since 1958 has been bei_ow the
amount of the increase in the Consumer
Price Index for the comparable period.
In the· past 12 years, the retail price
of beef has gone up 30.6 percent, while
the total of aJl consumer costs for the
same period increased 31.3 percent.
Average prices to producers of livestock
did not make the journey from the superII18l'ket to the producer, and did not
reach the 1959· price level paid by the
consumer, until 196ft.
It is true that beef prices dUring the
last year and a. half have increased. I can
not think of a single item, including income for most people, that has not increased dramatically in recent years.
There are some reasons for these increases.
The surge in beef prices of a year ago
directly reflected a bad winter, which
caused increased death losses among
herds and slowed down ~e rate of weight
gain.
The major reason, however, for the
recent increase in beef prices Is that inflation is tl.na.!Jy catching up with the
cattle industry.
Total fa.rm debt is the highest it has
ever been. buring the past several years,
when producers were not receiving good
prices for their product, they found it
neceSS'B.ry time after time to borrow each
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year, using the value of their land as
security, In order to stay In business.
Skyrocketin g Interests ra.tes have cut
deeply into producer Income, compoundIng problems which can only be met in
ensuing years by adequate prices for
the products which producers market.
An Industry cannot llve forever on borrowed money.
Infiatlon, which affects each and every
one of us, has meant that the cat tle producer has to pay twice as much as he did
20 years ago for most kinds of machinery
necessary to his operation. The cost of
land, labor, and other products necessary
to the operation of e. cattle-producing
unit, Including the cost of transportation from farm to market, have accounted for the Increase In beef prices at
the ranch or stOckyard.
But the major Increases In prices h ave
not originated at the ranch or feedlot
level. The higher costs reflected at supermarket counters cannot be fully traced
back to the man who raises the cow.
Three-fifths of all retail food prices
Is paid for labor. During ~e past 10 years,
the labor cost per unit of food rose 58
percent. When we look at the total food
bill of ·Americans each year, statistics
fhow that the difference between what
consumer pays for retail food and what
the farmer receives Is $160.6 billion.
Labor costa accounted for one-half of
this dift'erence.
The report concludes that restrictions
on foreign beef Imports are not needed
to protect the domestic Industry because
the forecast Is that a shortage of beef w1l1
develop which will reach "some magnitude" between now and the end of 1975.
In testimony before t he subcommit tee,
Dr. Herrell De Graff of the American
Meat Institute testlfled that population
expansion and demand for beef would
require a. herd of 114 million head In
this country In 1975. This compared
with 110 mUllon In 1968. This would be
an addltlonllll 4 million head of cattle.
In 1969, cattlemen added 2.5 million
cattle and calves to ~r herds. As 1970
began, the total Inventory stood at 112.3
m11llon. It is e6tlmated that In one State
alone-the state of Io~ttle production could be do~. should Increases In consumer demand dictate t he
need for Increased. numbers. I think the
wrtters of the suboommUtee report are
mlstnformed 1f they do not beUeve
Alp.ericans can increue cattle numbers
by an amount su.mctent to meet demand
In 1975.
The secretary of Agriculture recently
lasued a statement which Indicates that
U.S. produeers·are turning out a sha rply
Increasing volume of beef, a t lower cost
In relation to consumer hourly earnings,
thus tulfU!Ing consumer demand for
qua.lity beef. There 1s nothing to Indicate that the Industry w1l1 not continue
to meet demands In the foreseeable future.
If Congress were to adopt tfte subcom·
mittee's report and carry out Its recommendatl!ons, all rest rict ions on foreign
beef Imports would be lifted. Our cattle
Industry would be competing direotly
with countries like New Zealand, AUstra.lla., and Ireland.. We would be putting
our ranchers in the position of compet-

ing with countries which pay their farmworkers an average of $20 to $23.50 a
week, mcluding room and board. The
average farm worker in the United States
receives $11.40 per day. H he puts in 5
days of work each week, that means he is
earning a minimum of $57 each week.
The Australian worker who produces the
beef sent to this country does not pay
one red cent In taxes to support the
Government the United States. The
American producer helps. suppart government at the Federal, State, and local
levels, and In States like Wyoming accounts for the lion's share of the revenue In many counties. The Australlan
worker does not spend his Income in the
Amer:can market on tires, oll, and gas,
feed for his cattle, products for bls home,
and machinery for his operation. The
money he makes from the American
consumer purchasJng Austra.llan beef
goes back Into the economy of Australia--not America. When we talk
about reduc:ng prices to the American
consumer by Inviting lncreaaed Imports,
we are talking about boosting the economies of foreigrl nations, whlle"hurting
our own economy by depressing our own
Industries.
Australia shipped 543 million pounds
of beef to the United States In 1969. In
order to force exporters to seek markets
other than In the United States, the Australian Meat Board Instituted a regulation requiring exporters to ship 1 pound
of beef to other nations for every pound
of beef exported to the United States,
even though they could receive far
higher prices on the U.8. market.
This means that, instead of the 150
million pounds which the subcommittee
would have us believe would be the maximum shipped Into the United States
with no quota system In effect, the fact
is that 500 million pounds would be available from Australia alone, and there
would be no reason to continue the requirement of shipments to other nations
when Australians could have free a.ooesa
to the higher priced American market.
It is not exaggerating to suggest that
an lnnux of cheaplY produced foreign
products which would compete on our
markets with domestically produced
products, would eventually put dotnestio
Industries out of buslne88.
When certain members of Congre88
propOSed policies which threaten domestic Industries, they had better take a. look
at exactly what will be wrought.
In 1969t there were-iO million farm employees in America.. One can only !peculate as to how many additional thousands
of jobs depend on the production of crop
and beef products. Are the proponents of
this report prepared to find jobs for the
.large number of unemployed who would
find themselves without jobs as a result
of the hold on our market by foreign
nations?
Cattle consume large amounts of corn
and other feed gra.ins. As a matter of fact,
the domestic beef cattle Industry consumes the greatest proportion of all feed
grains produced In the United States. Is
the subcommittee prepared to pay out
additional blllions of dollars 1n farm program payments to control surpluses
which would result from decreased con-
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sumption by the livestock lnd~.<stry, as a
result of Increased foreign imparts?
Our trade balance-or rather our trade
imbalance--must also be considered. The
U.S. balance-of-trade deficit created a
monetary crisis In 1968, and an Increased
flow of American dollars to Australla,
New Zealand, and other beef-producing
countries wouid certainly aggravate this
problem.
The subcommittee members who endorsed. the report professed throughout
the document a deep concern for the
consumer, whom they feel Is troubled by
excessive costs.
I suggest, Mr. President, that those
who endorse the conclusions of the report
apparently do not reaUze t11at when they
make the domestic cattle Industry the
fall-gu?f for reducing prices to the housewife, It Is not only the producer they are
hurting. They are also hurting the housewife and all consumers, because they are
depressing a vltai force In the national
economy, and particularly In the State
and local economies of many areas.
Let me cite as an example what would
happen to a particular community In my
State of Wyoming, where agriculture is
second only to natural resources development In the maintenance of the State's
economy, The town of Torrington, Wyo.,
derives 83 percent of Its revenues from
agrlcult\lre, If American housewives start
bUYing AUstralian bee! because it Is
cheaper, the cowmen in Wyoming will
suffer. The wheat and feed grains growers in Wyoming w111 sUffer, because the
cowmen will no longer be buying as much
feed. The taxpayers wUI see more Federal dollars spent to handle wheat and
feed grains surpluses. The small businesses In Torrington which depend for
their existence on sales to agrlcultur:ll
producers of such items as tires, gasoline,
oil, farm Implements, seed, fertilizer,
lumber, automobiles, Insurance, and all
other Items, will suffer from the loss of
business. The schools of Goshen County,
In which Torrington Is located, would
sutrer from the loss of revenues provided
by taxes producers pay on vast land
areas. The nonagricultural workers of
Torrington would suffer because the businesses which employ them would sutrer
a loss of revenue and would no longer be
In a pOsition to pay labor costs.
Mr. President, I could go on and on
citing examples of whht would happen
1t the barriers were removed on foreign
imports. It does not take a genius to figure out that the Australians can seh their
beef In this country at a cheaper rate
than the domestic industry, because they
do not pay the C06ts to produce their
product that the domestic producer pays.
It stands to reason that the housewife ts
going to bUY the cheaper product 1f she
can, and it also stands to reason that the
Australians would orient their entire Industry toward producing for the American market 1t they thought they could
ship unlimited quantities of beef across
our borders. They practically are producing solely for the United states as
it is.
The livestock industry makes a tremendous contribution to the economic
and social we11...betng of this Nation, and
the industry Is not making an exhorbi-
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tant profit on Its products. The originators of this report would do well to
coll!lider how the United States would
replace the loeses that would result from
the policies they advocate In terms of
taxes p&id to the Government for &11 the
various Federal programs, In terms of
support to State and local economies,
and In tenns of meeting the very selective demands of the conswners of this
country for a price that simply must be
viewed as a bargain when all the facts
are taken Into consideration.
We have observed, In recent months,
as campaign time nears, an emerging
philosOPhY that the best wa.y to reduce
the cost of goods to the consumer Is to
force American prices down 'by Inviting
an lnftux of cheaper foreign products.
We see this approach In the subcommittee's proposals and we have seen it expressed In connection with the oil import
situation. In its face, this philosophy may
sound good to the consumer, who Is flnd!ng the cost of everything to be much
higher than it w~ a few years ago.
Proponents of this Approach, playing
to the voter, are quick to make a popular
demand for cheap imports without explaining the ramifications or the impact on the domestic economy, and without accepting the responsibility for th.e
long-term consequences of such actions.
The cattle Industry has managed to
remain relatively sba.ble throughout the
years because it has remained free of
Federal controls and regulations. I cannot think of a. quicker way to throw the
industry into chaos than to invite the
Government to decide what the supply
should be and how much the producer
should be paid. We have only to look at
the present situation with respect to Federal progt1alllS for wheat, feed grains, and
cotton to know that the Government Is
the most lnetf!clent farm manager there
lB.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I am very
happy to yield to the distinguished Senator from Nebraska..
Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, the
thrust of the subcommittee's report is
certainly from the area of those who find
themselves constrained ·to speak UP on
beha.lf of the consumers. We are all consumers, Mr. President, and I do not think
there is anyone who is more concerned
about consumers than the Senator from
Wyoming or the Senator !rom Nebraska.
But when we get Into a matter such as
the subject that was covered by the committee report In the other body, there are
are few principles that we just must
recognize.
We must recognize the factor of in. tl&tion w)lich has entered the picture. We
must recoanize that there Is a c:lift'erence
between meat prices and cattle ·prices.
The farmers and the ranchers do not sell
meat. The farmers and the ranchers
sell cattle on the hoof. Those are the
fin>t sales and the first purchases by
those who process the mellit.
Mr. President, I have a. chart that I
should like to introduce Into the RECORD
In due time which Indicates that last
year for the first time since 1952 the

price of choice cattle exceeded $30 a
hundredweight.
Here are the average prices for cattle,
choice steers, in 20 markets during 1950,
1951, and 1952.
'
In 1950 it was $29.02.
In 19611t was $3'5.24.
In 1952 it was $32.44.
Mr. President, from that year until
1969, there was never. a. year when cattle
prices went over $30. Most of the prices
were In the middle and low $20 price
range.
The Senator has commented on inflation. I give these figures and ask the
Senator If he has not come across them
in his reading and study of the problem.
The farmer must live and support his
family on what he is paid for crops and
livestock. During the last 20 years, wages
have more than doubled.
In 1950 the average wage rate in manufacturing, according to the Department
of Labor, was $1.44 an hour. Today wages
are $3.24. Yet, the price of cattle today
is lower than it wa.S during the years 1950,
1951, and 1952.
Is that the result of the Senator's
study on this subject?
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, ·the Senator from Nebraska. is entirely correct.
There is no student of the cattle Industry who Is more astute or more knowledgeable, in my opinion, than is the Senator from Nebraska.. He has often been
recognized as the spokesman for the livestock Industry. And the facts he is calling to the attention of the Senate IU'e
most relevant in the results of the charts,
that there Is nothing Inflationary about
the price of cattle.
Mr. HRUSKA. It certainly does not
seem to be In the figures. It is distressing
because we get letters all the time from
consi.uners and restaurant associations
saying that the prices of meat and cattle
are at an alltlme high. That just Is not
true. It is not true that cattle are at an
a.llt!me high. As a matter of fact, the
table to which I refer has material In it
to Indicate not only the average price
of steers In the first purchase, but the
wholesale value of carcasses per hundred
pounds, the retail value, and it shows
there is no parallel between the retail
value of that m~rchanlilse as compared
with the first purchase of cattle for processing because whether it goes up or
down In the value of choice__steer; that
up or down does not coinclde with the
up or down In the retail meat market.
To gi-ve an idea on the subject, In 1950
when cattle were selling for $29, their
retail value was $60.28. In 1968, cattle
were selling for $26.75, and the retail
price was $64.56. There was no correlation between them.
I do not know where the causes are.
That Is something for the economists to
figure out. But the figures In the cattle
market necessary for the farmer and the
rancher to meet.those prices are easy to
understand. I am Informed that the purchasing power of the 1950 dollar In 1969,
was 62 cents. If we consider that cattle
are selling In the $30 range, up or down .
from that, and that is where they were
20 years ago, it means we would have to
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deduct 38 cents from the dollar he used
to get in 1950, and that is what he is
getting today because his labor costs
more, his gasoline costs more, his tractor
costs more, everything he uses costs more,
and especially In the a. rea. of labor.
Mr. HANSEN. As I understand it, the
Senator Is saying the cattle rancher today is not nearly as well off; with the
decreased value of the dollar today, as
he was 20 years ago.
Mr. HRUSKA. That is right. Roughly
he takes 40 percent off of every dollar
to compare with the same $30 price he
got in 1950 because the buying power of
the dollar has decreased so much.
.Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield at that point?
Mr. HRUSKA. I yield.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I was
Interested In ·the remarks made by the
distinguished Senator from Nebraska.
The Senator will recall that about 6
years ago he and I were responsible for
the passage of an Import quota for the
first time based on beef and lamb frozen
products from outside the United States.
What he has said about the decrease
in the value 9f the dollar and the increase in the' cost to the cattleman is
true. We could spread it far beyond the
cattle industry and take in a. good deal
of the rest of the agriculture economyfeed prices, for example---and find that
prices have gone up as far as the consumer is concerned, but as far as the
original producer Is concerned-and this
applies to both the wheat rancher and
the cattleman--costs have gone up while
prices have remained stable. Only In the
last year and a half have cattle prices
gone up to a reasonable Ievel. Before that
it was touch and go for a. good many
small producers. Too many people want
to make the producers In the cattle Industry the villains, just as they want to
make the wheat farmers the villains In
connection with, for example, the price
of bread.
I congratulate the Senator from Nebtaska and the Senator from Wyoming
for setting the record str&ight and putting thP. facts down as they are and tellIng the story as It Is. It is about ·ttme
we began to do our thing and put in the
REcoito the situation which confronts the
American cattleman; and get away from
the proposals, which I understand are
originating in the 'House and which
would make the situation of the cattleman that much more Insecure and bring
about a migration from the' farm economy Into our already overly congested
areas.
These people have been getting by
pretty much on what they have done
themselves. They deserve a great deal
of credit. The facts brought out by the
Senator from Wyoming and the Senator
from Nebraska. should set the record
straight.
The dollar, In the last year or so, has
declined a.ga.ln because of !nfia.tlon. However, costs have not decreased; as a. ma.tl'lez: of fact, they have increased. I do not
know the figures but I Imagine punchers
today are paid $325 a. month in addition
to room and board. The same· figures

April 9, 1970'

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE
factw·ed goods, beef, or something else,
in the in terest of low prices to the
conswners.
Although I live in the East, I am not
one who represents e. highly urbanized
constituency. There is one thing that
those who do forget : History has shown
that as soon as foreign competitors,
whether it is in manufactured articles or
agricultural products or anything efse,
have run out of competitors and
destroyed t o a great extent their American competition, then prices go up. To a
large extent those businesses have given
up t h eir investments, and there Is less
capability of production. Every time that
happens, history shows that prices have
gone up.
So some of our friends who, in complete
sincerity, are saying, "I do not want
quotas. I do not want any restrictions on
imports because I am for the consumer"
really, in the long run, are not for the
conswner at all, because as soon as -we
imPair our own ,Productiveness for the
conswner and have to rely upon imports
of any kind, then the prices on those imports go back up and the co~umer Is in
trouble.
·
Is that not true?
Mr. HRUSKA. That is true. The Senator from New Hampshire speaks well.
I would say this lest there be some
misunderstanding or miscalculation
about it. It has not been the position of
the beef industry or the cattle industry
the.t imports should be shut off. We have
said we will accept a reasonable quantity
of imports. I believe It &tarted, in 1964,
somewhere In the neighborhood of 700
million pounds. The imports were geared
to an increase which had to do with the
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consumption of beef in this country, so
that as th e market increased, there
would be an increase in imports. Impor ts
a re now in excess of 1 billion pounds,
not including canned beef and other prepared beef and veal.
The same t hing is true in the thinking
of the Senator from New Hampshire. If
I misspeak him, he will correct me. It is
not the position here at all-certainly it
is not in the cattle industry-that we
should bar all imports. We have to buy
if we want to sell, but we should not buy
in such quantities that we will destroy
an industry in this country. When overails or shoes or automobiles are involved,
the manufacture of those products can be
curtailed or stopped for a while. We cannot do that in the cattle industry. By
the laws of nature, it takes so many
months ·a nd yeijrs to develop a critter
before he is ready for slaughter or ·t he
packer.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to insert in the RECORD a t this time
e. table which appears on page 34 of the
hearings held by e. subcommittee of the
Committee on Government Operations of
the other body. It is e. table prepared by
the Department of Agriculture and is
self-explanatory, Ail to the years covered,
tlle table runs from 1949 to 1969, and It
has various statistics with reference to
the average market price of a Choice
steer, the wholesale value of carcass and
byproduct&, wholesale carcass value, re· tall value for 100-pound carcass, wholesale to retail spread, and far>ner to retail
. spread.
There being no objection, the table was
ordered to be printed. in the REcoRD, as
follows:

would apply to herders in the sheep industry, and herders are hard t o come by.
These are added costs and they are an
added burden on the sheep and cattle
rancher and the wheat rancher. This Is
a si.tua.tion which the urban ea.st and
the urban west does n ot fully understand.
I think the two Senators have done a
real service in laying the facts on the
llne today.
Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I recall
with pleasure the cooperation of the majority leader and other Members of the
Senate during 1964 when we passed the
Import quota blll to which the Senator
has referred.
We are importing about 1 bllllon
pounds of beef today.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Over. It is e. lit tle
over that.
Mr. HRUSKA. It Is e. little over 1 billion pounds, more or less, but it Is not
quite at the trigger point in that import
quota law.
Demands are being ma.de that that
quota be relinquished because the price
of meat Is so high. When letters are received from the restaurant people, I recall the fact, which Is e. simple one, that
if we consider in 1958 the price of a
meal was $1, the price of a meal in December 1969 was $1.50. By that standard, if we had a $30 price on cattle back
in 1950--not on meat, but on cattle, which
Is what the farmer and the rancher sellwe should be getting $45 a hundred for
those cattle. We do not have it.
We have the wage earner who in 1950
was getting $1.44 an hour. He does not
get $1.'4 anymore. The national average
is $3.28, more than double. If our beef
prices were doubled we should be getting
$60 for a hundred poUJJds of cattle on the
hoof.
Wholesale
Wholesale Retoll value
Cholco steer, yalut, carcass
can:au
Wholesale
meat In
Farmer to
It does not make a.ny sense to soeak in
value,
and
1001
to retail
reta il
terms of taklng an Industry like that
·~~rlr::re!~·i byproducts •
carcass 4
Yoer
100 lbs •
spread • spread 100# •
and say, "Let us take Into this country
larger amounts of imports so that con- I S49..• - ------.---------------.
t5. se
27. 65
42. 81
54. 75
ll.S4
29. 19
sumers will have cheaper mee.t prices." 1950. - ------ -------------------29. 02
30. 68
47. 46
60.28
12. 82
31.26
35, 24
37. 02
50. 88
70. 55
13.67
35. 31
Why can that not be S&l.d ot textiles, 1951 .. -------------------------32.44
34. 52
54.68
68, 67
13, 99
36. 23
1952.-------------------shoes, electronic parts, and a ho6t of 1953... --------------------- ---23. 50
41. 03
54. 35
13. 32
30. 85
'9
' n .· 18
23. 70
41.03
53. 44
12.41
29. 74
1954_____ ----------------------other things?
25. 36
39. 91
52. 17
12.26
29. 33
22. 1114
... --------------------- ---The Representative from Connecticut, 1955
37. gg
21.55
24.46
50.62
12.63
29. 07
1950____ ------- - ---------------23. 06
25. 90
40. 12
53. 65
13. 53
' 30. 59
I think it was, who headed the hearings 1957····-------------- ---------26,76
46, 04
33, 79
27. 19
60. 98
14.94
... _----------- ---- - -------on the other side, indicated that he had 1958
30, 48
46, 69
27. 62
61.85
15.25
34. 23
... - -- --- ------------- -----some concern about these t.nworts be- 1959
59. 9(1
28, S4
15, 40
25. 92
« . 50
33.98
1960.. ------ ·-----. ------------24. 55
27, 51
41.92
58. 57
34,02
16.65
cause they are imports of Industrial goods 1961 .. ·------------------------34, 62
26 , 80
29.85
61.42
16. 12
45.30
..... ----- ------ -----------that come into America -that hurt the 1962
23. 75
27. 28
41. 56
59. 93
18. 37
36. 18
1963.. ·------------------------35, 00
57.48
17.66
22. 48
39. 82
Industry In his state; so he had some 1964... ------------------------' 26. «
24, 93
28. 30
42. 70
60. 20
35, 27
• 17.18.7550
sympathy with the idea that we should 1965...------------------------25. 74
29,26
43. 61
62.36
36. 62
... ---- --------- -----------be e. little careful &bout letting down 1966
29. 20
« . 24
62. 24
18. 00
36.89
25. 35
1967-------------- --- ------- ---26.75
30.66
46.
67
64.
56
17.
89.
37,
81
____
------------------1968
the bars of other imports into this
32, 75
37. 38
75. 26
18. 07
42. 51
57. 13
July 7, 1969·---· ---- - - ---------countrr.
Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, wlll the
' Averoae of price quotJtion forcbolc':Jrade steers at 20 ltadlna public stockyards.
·
Sena.tor yield to me on tha.t point?
1
~ ~vh:/:;: ~rva~~~~::~lo~:~r~~\.. u~~d~:.~::~~~s~~v! ~:~~~hlcago, Los Angeles, San Francisco, and Seattle.
Mr. HRUSKA. I yield.
• Calculated from averaae retail prices of major rttall cuts of meat In urban areas, published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, Tho
Mr. COTI'ON. Mr. President, I agree retail veluo per 100 pounds carcass wei&ht is 74 percent of the avera&e rel!ll cost of 100 pounds of retail cuts for beef.
• The dl!lorence between whoiiSIIe prlco end retail value.
~horouahly with what the distinguished
• Tho diWorence bel""" price of steers(!) and retail value in 100# carcass(•).
Senator from Nebraska has said. It does
not make a bit of difference whether it is
The report referred to came from e. cuMr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, laat week
beef, shoes, or textiles, the same principle the Associated Press carried a wire story rious source to be advising us where and
is involved.
about a most extraordinary House sulit- how to get our meat supply. It did not
The reuon I asked the Senator to yield comrnittee proposed report dealing With come from e. subcommittee of the House
Is that I wish to oall attention to the fact, the Nation's beef supply, This proposed Committee on Agriculture, which knows
and I am sure the Senator will agree with report contains mch alarming and al- all about the cattle Industry, which prome, that we have many very sincere and mOilt unbelievable implications that lt quces our beef supply. It did not come
dedicated Members of Congress who are seems neeessary to hold it up to the light, from the House Ways and Means Comalways ~g abo~t the consumer. They examine It, and make clear to the public mittee which has jurisdiction and knowlwant to let down the bars and let in all just what some of those implications are, .edge on our system of meat import conof these products, whether It Is manu- and where they might lead us.
trols. It did not even come from the
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House Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce which traditione.Jly has
handled legislation aimed at protecting
the consumer.
It did not come from any of these
groups which traditiono.lly have expertise
and jurisdiction over such a matter. Instea.cl, it came from what is called the
Special Studies Subcommittee of the
House Cbmmittee on Government Operations, which subcommittee is headed by
Congressman MoNAGAN, of Connecticut.
It is difficult to understand what possible
claim such a subcommittee cou1d have
to jurisdiction over measures relating .to
our beef supply, or to special knowledge
on such a subject.
Perhaps that fact explains the extraordinary and ill-advised suggestions contained in the subcommittee's draft
report.
The central concept in the subcomm1ttee's recommendations is that the
Oovemment should take the bee! industry in hand, pass judgment on its
manner of operating, decide on the prices
and incomes that ought to be received by
each segment of the industry-from the
ranch and the feedlot through the packinghouse and wholesaler to the retailerand then take steps to make sure that
consumers are supplied with the meat
they require, and "to assure a stable market at reasonable prices."
What a breathtaking concept it is. It
is almost as if beef were to be treated
a.~ the model for a fully planned and
controlled economy. It is true the report
does not suggest that the Government
should take physical control over the
meat as it moves through the channels
of trade. However, it does propose governmental intervention into the pricing
at every level.
Some of my friends in the livestock industry have spoken of this report as a
proposal to treat the beef industry like
a public utility. But it goes fUrther than
that. Ordinarily in the case of a public
ut111ty only the price of the end product
is regulated. All else is left to management to determ1ne.
In this propased Monaga.n report it is
recommended that a Government commis.~ton should pass judgment on "the
share of the retail price going to each
major subdivision of the above three
segments of the industry, the costs incurred and the profits realized by each."
Then, Government policies, particula.rly
over imports, are to be manipulated to
achieve the effects on prices and profits
that are desired by the planners.
Mr. President, it is well to !ace the
full implications of such a line of thought
before we take the first step along the
path that leads to rttlat result. In a moment I shall discuss the bee! industry
in this country briefly in terms of Its
record of accomplishments, its own problems and needs, and the present situation.
Before 1: do, however, let me rem1nd
the Senate that if top-to-bottom price
manipulation-from the producer to the
consumer-can be imposed on the beef
indtmtry, it can also be Imposed on any
other food industry, on the textile and
ga.rment industries, on the construction
industry and the chemical industry and
the fishing industry and every other Industry in this country. It is no use taking
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the first step unless we are willing to fol- head was entirely possible provided beef
prices continue to be remunerative, and
.
low the path to the very end.
I do not believe the Congress 'or the that this could be accomplished without
country Is willing to join the Monagan unduly shortening current supplies. By
subcommittee in such a massive assault this tabulation the civilian supply would
on the private enterprise system. I sin- rise from 110.7 pounds per capita to 117.6
cerely hope that the House Government pounds per capita. •
Mr. DeGraff presented a tabulation on
Opera.tions Committee w1ll take second
thoughts before it puts its stamp of a. slightly different basis which calcuapproval on such a strange, ill-con- lated that our cattle inventory could be
increased to 114 mllllon head by 1975
sidered proposal.
Let me now discuss briefly the beef and from this inventory, together with
situation and some of the points about imported live animals from Canada and
the future of our beef supply which seem Mexico and beef imports at the same
level as at present, there could be proto trouble the House subcommittee.
I recognize that many consumers have vided a beef supply of 120 pounds per
been upset by increases in the price of capita in 1975.
meat. Parenthetically,let me remind the
Both Dr. Upchurch and Mr. DeGraff
Senate that the cattleman does nat sell pointed out that cattle prices would have
meat, he sells ca.tUe. Changes in the re- to be adequately remunerative to protail price of meat are not always neces- ducers in order to permit this expansion
sarily reftected in the price received by to be accomplished.
the producer or feeder when selling his
In fact, the domestic industry has accomplished much greater prodigies of
cattle.
The Monagan subcommittee, I:ia.v!ng expansion than this in the past. By Mr.
noted recent fluctuations in beef prices, DeGraff's calculation, for example, beef
unfortunately leaps to the conclusion and veal production would be increased
th111t there is some kind of danger of a from 21.1 b1llion pounds in 1970 to 24.8
future shortage of beef in this country. billion pounds in 1975.
By comparison, during the 1Q-year peIn fact, the wording of its oonclusions
implies that the Department of Agri- riod between 1959 and 1969 beef producculture and the American Meat In- tion was increased from 13.5 billion
stitute forecast a shortage to occur llhout pounds to over 21 billion pounds, a gain
of over 50 percent in 10 years or about
1975.
Now the fact is that the Department 5 percent per year. It was a rate of gain
of Agriculture has made no such fore- far greater than that which must be
cast, and neither has the American Meat accomplished to give us the beef we need
Institute. An otflclaJ. of the Department during the coming 5 years.
of Agriculture stated that he was conIn all candor the worst possible prefident that beef production would be scription for action is that proposed by
expanded adequately over the next few the Monagan subcommittee that the
yea.rs, if beef producers received f81Vor- floodgates of our quota system be opened
able prices. Dr. Herrell DeGraff, pres- and prices in our cattle .markets be
ident of the American Meat 'Institute, pushed down by a mounting tide of
pointed out that beef production prob- imports. Such a course of action would
ably would not be increased unless cat- destroy any hope that the domestic intle prices were permitted to rise some- dustry will gear itself for expansion.
I am grateful to the Senator from
what from the depressed levels of ca'ttle
prices experienced during the last few Wyoming for having brought this subyears uP until the past yea.r.. Mr. De- ject up, because it is about time that the
Graff stated it quite bluntly in saying: llterature started building up to _P.roduce
I h&ve to say to oonsumers that, on a. the true facts, not the facts that 'hre secontinuing besls, they ca.nnot ha.ve both lectively depended upon for such docuthe beef supply they seem to want a.nd the mentation as the alleged report of the
lower level or beet pr!C<!S they a.lao seem to other body, but the true facts and the
wa.nt.
overall picture.
Mr. DeGraff expressed no doubt, bowWhen the Senator from Wyoming inever, about the possibility of securing an dicates that the cattle ~dustry accounts
expansion of the domestic beef industry for the consumption of most of the feed
at a properly remunerative level of grains in this country, and the raising of
prices, consistent with the increased feed grains •d the raising of cattle are
level of co6ts of the cattleman.
representative of a vast industry which
Statistically, the expansion to be ac- would be seriously impaired and would
complished is not so gigantic as to be affect all of the economy, he has done a
frightening. Our population is incree.s- great service and I am grateful to htm
ing at the rate of about 1 percent per for having done so.
yea.r. The pUblic appetite for beef !8 aJ.so
Mr. HANSEN. I appreciate the kind
increasing on a per capita basis, and ex- words of my distinguished colleague.
perience indicates that this increase may
M;r. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
be at the rate of not over 2 percent per the Senator from Wyom!ng yield?
year. Thus, it is necessary to think in
Mr. HANSEN. I yield to the distinterms of an increase in production on guished majority leader.
the order of 3 percent per year, or perMr. MANSFIELD. I want to join in the
haps a trlfie less.
rema.rks of the d'l.st!nguished Senator
Dr. Upchurch, Adm1nistrator of the from Wyom!ng relative to the purported
Economic Research Service in the De- ~port of rthe House committee, which I
partment of Agriculture, presented the read with distress. If anybody wants to
subcommittee with a tabulation showing investigate prices, then they ought to Inthat a steady increase in the Inventory vestigate at the consumer level, not s.t the
of cattle and ce.Jves on farms between production level, because there it is a
1970 and 1976 from 110 to 118 mllllon matter of public record. The questions
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ought to be asked about what happens
when the produot reaches from the
rancher to the packinghouse to the middleman and eventu.al.ly to the consumer.
That '18 where the questions ought to be
asked, not at the point of ortgtn, where
it 1a already a matter of public knowleda"e.
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